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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Monday, May 6, 1991 
The House met at 12 noon and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem
pore (Mr. MONTGOMERY). 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPO RE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be
fore the House the following commu
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC. 
May 6, 1991. 

I hereby designate the Honorable G.V. 
(SONNY) MONTGOMERY to act as Speaker pro 
tempore on this day. 

THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray
er: 

As we face the decisions that so af
fect our lives, we pray, gracious God, 
that we will weigh our judgments in 
the light of Your spirit and Your truth. 
We know that beliefs point in the di
rection of justice and our faith can 
point to the values that make life pur
poseful. So teach us to see our deci
sions with the light from Your spirit so 
we may receive Your guidance and 
strength in all we do. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day's proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair will recognize the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. GILLMOR] to lead us in 
the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. GILLMOR led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repu~ 
lie for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

THE WORKING FAMILY TAX 
RELIEF ACT OF 1991 

(Mr. DOWNEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, the past 
decade has not been a good one for 

America's working families. For mid
dle-income families, it was a time of 
retrenchment and of worrying about 
how they can afford to provide a better 
life for their children. For the working 
poor, the last 10 years brought real 
hardship in the struggle simply to sur
vive and to remain independent. For 
children, the past decade made them 
the innocent victims of the fragile eco
nomic condition of their families and it 
made poverty more of a reality for 
many. 

It is not difficult to find the reason 
for this bad news. At the same time 
that America's working families were 
being squeezed and squeezed hard, the 
party begun by the Reagan administra
tion was going strong. This exclusive 
gathering allowed the wealthiest 
Americans to sit at the table, while 
working families were forced to stand. 
It provided the few with a bounty of 
riches by taking something away from 
everyone else. 

What about the working American 
families who were not even invited to 
this party? Their situation worsened as 
they were forced to pay the bill with a 
substantial increase in taxes and a real 
loss of income. As a result, they've had 
to find ways to survive on less. 

I am here today to announce that the 
Reagan party is over. Working families 
should not have to struggle to survive 
and they should not have to bear a dis
proportionate share of America's tax 
burden. They are the backbone of our 
Nation and they deserve tax relief. 
That is why, along with Senator AL 
GoRE, Congressmen GEORGE MILLER 
and DAVID OBEY, I am introducing the 
Working Family Tax Relief Act of 1991. 
I invite you to examine this proposal 
and look forward to your comments. 

THE WORKING FAMILY TAX 
RELIEF ACT OF 1991 

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, today Senator AL GoRE, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. DOW
NEY], the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. OBEY], and I, introduced legisla
tion called the Working Family Tax 
Relief Act of 1991. 

This act challenges the blatantly in
equitable income policies of the 1980's 
and sets a new course that rewards 
families for working. 

Without increasing the Federal budg
et deficit or violating the budget agree-

ment, the Working Family Tax Relief 
Act puts more money directly into the 
pockets of working families with chil
dren-the millions of families who go 
to work every day only to come home 
to bills they cannot afford for expenses 
they cannot avoid, like child care, 
health care, and payments on their 
homes. 

This legislation is a direct response 
to the phenomena of the 1980's: The 
failure of the economic expansion to 
benefit all Americans, and the dra
matic increase in the number of moth
ers who work outside the home and the 
number of parents who work but re
main poor. 

For more than a decade, the rich 
have gotten richer, and the poor have 
gotten poorer. Between 1977 and 1992, 
according to Congressional Budget Of
fice estimates, the income of the rich
est 1 percent of Americans grew by 113 
percent, while the income of America's 
poorest decreased by more than 10 per
cent. During the 1980's, the richest 1 
percent of Americans received nearly 
as much income after taxes as the 
poorest 40 percent. 

For moderate-income families, the 
tax system has become even more un
fair despite the rhetoric of lower taxes. 
Between 1977 and 1990, Federal tax 
rates for the top 1 percent of taxpayers 
decreased 15 percent while they in
creased 2 percent for moderate-income 
families. In 1990, Federal, State, local, 
and Social Security taxes accounted 
for 25 percent of median-family income 
compared with 14 percent in 1960. 

Our bill seeks to provide the finan
cial security to families with children 
that the economic expansion of the 
1980's failed to deliver. 

Our bill reduces taxes for 35 million 
American families with children, rep
resenting some 134 million people. It 
does not introduce new taxes, but it 
does reintroduce the concept of tax 
fairness for all families. 

GREAT MAJORITY OF AMERICANS 
BETTER OFF OVER LAST DECADE 

(Mr. GILLMOR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, a pre
vious speaker talked about a party 
that had been going on in the 1980's. 
Actually, there has been a party going 
on in this country much longer than 
that. It has been going on for several 
decades. It has been a party in Wash
ington, the party of unrestrained 
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spending, and that party has been paid 
for by the average American worker. 

In 1948, the average American mak
ing a median income paid 2 percent of 
his salary to the Federal Government 
in taxes. Today that average American, 
after several decades of the Democratic 
majority in Congress, is paying over 23 
percent of his income to the Federal 
Government. 

One of the previous speakers talked 
about the Reagan years. I would simply 
point out that they started with double 
digit inflation, with double digit unem
ployment, and ended with one of the 
lowest levels of inflation in American 
history, one of the lowest levels of un
employment, and with a great majority 
of Americans better off. 

0 1210 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that my special order 
today and that of the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. GoNZALEZ] be reversed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
CRAMER). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Washing
ton? 

There was no objection. 

DE VALLS BLUFF BRIDGE RE-
PLACEMENT DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. ALEXAN
DER] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow, I 
will be introducing legislation to address a 
dangerous and longstanding problem faced by 
the citizens in Prairie and Monroe Counties in 
my district. 

On January 7, 1988, the tugboat Amy Ross, 
pushing four large barges down the White 
River, struck a pier of the U.S. Highway 70 
Bridge at De Valls Bluff, AR. 

The impact, according to one eyewitness, 
was of such magnitude that the bridge swayed 
6 to 8 feet. 

For the 8 months, it took to make repairs, 
the bridge had to be closed to traffic-making 
what had been a 4-mile trip into De Valls Bluff 
from communities across the White River a 
20-mile trip. 

Not only was this inconvenient, but costly. 
Regional commerce was severely depressed 
by this loss of access. 

In fact, Mr. Speaker, the economic damage 
to the economy has not been fully calculated. 

Moreover, the bridge plays a vital role as an 
alternate White River crossing point in the 
event traffic must be rerouted off nearby Inter
state 40. 

The bridge at De Valls Bluff was built in 
1922 and was rated functionally obsolete in 
1988. It has been closed twice for extended 
periods since 1972. 

It has deteriorated to the point where it is a 
threat to the lives and property of those who 

have no choice but to use it and is not cost 
effective to maintain and repair. 

Therefore, it makes sense from both an 
economic and public safety standpoint to re
place it. 

Mr. Speaker, so often on the floor of this 
House we make our case for projects such as 
the De Valls Bluff bridge by citing policy, using 
statistics and proclaiming that a high national 
purpose will be served by their construction. 

Recently, however, I received a letter from 
a young Boy Scout in my district, Kevin Simp
son, who cut through to the people perspec
tive involved here. 

He expressed concern about a 61-year-old 
bridge which crosses the White River in his 
hometown of Clarendon. 

Why? Because his grandparents live within 
25 feet of the bridge and his family drives over 
it daily. 

Kevin worries that if the bridge is not safe, 
his family is not safe. 

Mr. Speaker, that in a nutshell is why we 
must invest more in America's roads and 
bridges-so we can tell Kevin that the bridge 
near his grandparents' home, the one his fam
ily drives over daily, is safe-that it won't col
lapse and fall into the river. 

I want to tell Kevin that Congress is doing 
what it can to improve America, to make our 
roads and bridges safer. 

The bill I am introducing authorizes an aJr 
propriation of $7 .1 million from the highway 
trust fund for fiscal year 1992 to build a new 
bridge at De Valls Bluff. While Federal-aid 
bridge replacement funds can be used for this 
purpose, the 1987 Federal-Aid Highway Act 
substantially reduced the allocation to Arkan
sas for this program. Accordingly, special ac
tion is needed-and warranted-by the ur
gency of the situation at De Valls Bluff. 

My understanding is that there is in excess 
of $5 billion in unobligated money in the high
way trust fund which is available for projects 
like this one. Surely, $7 .1 million of this 
amount is not too much to ask to provide for 
the safety and economic health of the people 
in east Arkansas. 

And, there are other bridges-such as the 
one at Clarendon Kevin Simpson wrote 
about-that also need attention. In fact, the 
Federal Highway Administration has reported 
that more than 260,000 bridges in the United 
States are functionally obsolete. Another 3,600 
are so decayed and dangerous that they have 
been closed to traffic. 

The 1980's. have rightly been called the 
"decade of disinvestment" in America. We 
have let our infrastructure deteriorate to the 
point that our ability to compete is jeopardized. 

And, until we face this problem, Kevin will 
have to continue to worry about the bridge 
near his grandparents' house-the one other 
members of his family drive over daily. 

It should not be this way. 
I come here today on behalf of Kevin Simp

son and the other people I represent to sup
port assistance for a worthy endeavor which is 
long overdue. 

I also come here asking that this generation 
face up to the problem of our decaying infra
structure so that Kevin Simpson's generation 
won't inherit that problem. 

Yes, we do have a Federal budget deficit 
which must be dealt with. 

But, I believe that we can live within our 
means and still build a new bridge at De Valls 
Bluff and replace the old bridge near Kevin 
Simpson's grandparents' home by reordering 
our priorities and putting America first. 

Only recently, we forgave billions of dollars 
in debt owned the United States by Egypt. 
That amount of money would certainly solve 
the infrastructure problems in my district. 

We have to invest more at home and less 
overseas. 

Perhaps if our allies paid more of the bill for 
their own defense instead of depending on 
Uncle Sam to bear the load, we could trim the 
budget deficit and still make badly needed in
frastructure improvements in Arkansas and the 
other 49 States. 

I believe that by reordering our priorities, we 
can do a better job of meeting our needs at 
home and still reduce the deficit. 

It should also be noted that money spent on 
new roads and bridges is an investrnent
which returns more than it costs. In fact, it has 
been estimated that $2.40 comes back for 
every dollar spent. 

Kevin Simpson does not want his grand
parents living near a dangerous bridge or 
other members of his family having to cross it 
daily. 

And, they do not have to. 
It is up to us. 

NATIONAL ASIAN PACIFIC 
HERITAGE MONTH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from American Samoa [Mr. 
F ALEOMA v AEGA] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 
today marks the sixth day of National 
Asian/Pacific American Heritage 
Month. As we begin this celebration, I 
wish to extend my warmest wishes and 
abiding respect to all Americans of 
Asian and Pacific Island descent. 

Mr. Speaker, it is interesting to note 
also that just yesterday on May 5, is a 
very special day to all Hispanic com
munities throughout America. On May 
5, 1862, a full-blooded Indian from the 
Zapotec Tribe, Mr. Benito Juarez
through his leadership and opposition 
to French rule in Mexico-rallied the 
Mexican people to take to arms to 
fight for their freedom, and in so doing, 
soundly defeated the French army in 
the city of Puebla. 

As Mexico's first president in 1860, 
Benito Juarez has also been likened to 
our Abraham Lincoln in many re
spects. Benito Juarez became an or
phan at age 3, and was taken care of by 
his uncle, Bernardino. Without know
ing a word of the Spanish language, he 
was sent to live with his sister, who at 
the time was a chief cook for the fam
ily of Don Antonio Maza, who earlier 
emigrated from Italy. The Maza family 
took a deep interest and liking for the 
young Zapotec Indian youth, who had a 
burning desire to learn and to obtain 
an education. 
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Unfortunately in those days, the 

Mexican-Indians were always placed at 
the bottom of the social ladder, even 
below Creoles. Nevertheless, Juarez 
persevered and eventually completed 
his studies in law, practiced law, and 
got into the political arena. 

Not more than 5 feet in height, Be
nito Juarez later became Governor of 
the Mexican State of Oaxaca. A period 
of tremendous unrest in Mexico re
sulted in Juarez's arrest and confine
ment in jail, and eventual exile from 
his country and family. 

Upon his return in 1855, Juarez quick
ly rose within the ranks among the po
litical leaders of Mexico and in 1860 be
came the first President of Mexico 
through national elections. 

With the beginning of the United 
States Civil War in 1861, with Mexico's 
inability to make payments on its for
eign debts, and with the suspension of 
such payments for a 2-year period
Britain, France, and Spain established 
an alliance in October 1861 to intervene 
supposedly for the purpose of collecting 
the money Mexico owed them. Even 
our Government was invited to join 
this unholy alliance, and President 
Lincoln graciously declined. 

Actually, the British wanted only to 
get its money back and to keep track 
of her traditional adversaries. Spain 
also proved honorable with no inten
tions to intervene, but Napoleon ill de
cided to use the opportunity to send 
French troops to occupy Mexico, and 
later assigned Archduke Maximilian of 
Austria and his wife Carlota as the new 
Monarch of Mexico. 

The reaction from Washington was 
simple and straight forward. When 
asked about the presence of the French 
Army in Mexico, President Lincoln re
plied: 

I don't like the looks of the thing. * * *If 
we get well out of our present difficulties 
[meaning the civil war] and restore the 
Union, I propose to notify Louis Napoleon 
that it is about time to take his army out of 
Mexico. When that army is gone, the Mexi
cans will take care of Maximilian. 

For some 4 years, Mexico's opposi
tion and struggle against French rule 
was a bitter one. Despite its small 
army and resources, Juarez was more 
determined that ever to continue the 
struggle, and the Mexican people were 
all supportive of the cause. 

Maximilian even took the extreme 
route by issuing a decree for summary 
executions of anyone found bearing 
arms against the Europeans. 

At the end of the United States Civil 
War, President Johnson issued an ulti
matum to Napoleon to take his troops 
out of Mexico. In the process, some 
100,000 United States troops were on 
the Mexican border ready to assist 
Juarez' little army. Napoleon got the 
message and ordered withdrawal of 
French troops out of Mexico. 

Maximilian surrendered and was 
later executed. The Mexican Govern-

ment was reestablished and Juarez was 
again reelected President. 

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to share this 
bit of history with my colleagues be
cause it is important not only in our 
historical relationship with Mexico, 
but that Cinco de Mayo-the 5th of 
May-is forever enshrined in the hearts 
of the Mexican people as a day to re
member in their struggle for freedom 
and against oppression. 

And ironically it was a full-blooded 
Zapotec Mexican-Indian named Benito 
Juarez who inspired the Mexican peo
ple and gave them leadership at their 
darkest hour when he said: 

We must now prove to France and to the 
entire world that we are worthy to be free. 
The moment has come to act. 

Mr. Speaker, may I also convey my 
best wishes to our Hispanic congres
sional delegation and to all of us here 
in this Chamber-a happy celebration 
of Cinco de Mayo. 

THE 43D ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
STATE OF ISRAEL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO], is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, today free
dom loving people around the world celebrate 
the anniversary of the State of Israel. On May 
14, 1948--or the fifth day of lyar 5708 under 
the Jewish calendar-the British mandate of 
Palestine came to an end, and Israel was 
born. More precisely, it is not the birth of Israel 
that we celebrate today, but its rebirth. 

For centuries, Israel was a nation. It was 
guided by the courage of David, the wisdom of 
Solomon, and the devotion of its people sym
bolized by the martyrs of Massada in their 
final heroic stand against the Romans in 73 
A.O. For the next 1,875 years, Israel lived only 
in the hearts of the Jewish people dispersed 
throughout the world during the Diaspora-but 
unified by the hope and prayer of some day 
being brought together in the promised land 
once again. 

That prayer was fulfilled 43 years ago today, 
and for 43 years Israel has not only survived 
and endured, but it has prevailed against con
siderable odds. Its independence in 1948 was 
hard fought and won from hostile Arab neigh
bors, who refused to recognize Israel's right to 
exist then as they do now. Its survival was 
again threatened in 1956, 1967, and 1973, by 
numerically superior forces. 

The threat of annihilation is never distant in 
Israel. The blood of the innocents which ran in 
the streets of Tel Aviv after Saddam's Scud 
missile attacks during Israel's 42d year re
minds us so vividly of this threat. Israel's Arab 
neighbors have 4 times as many fighter 
planes, 4.5 times as many tanks, and have 
spent 13 times more on new weapons since 
the 1973 Yorn Kippur war. 

Thus, as we celebrate this day in history, I 
offer a prayer for the people of Israel, a prayer 
which I know is shared by the Israeli people. 

The prayer is for peace-that during Israel's 
43d year, not a single drop of Israeli blood is 
shed at the hands of her enemies, and not a 

drop of her enemies' blood is shed in an at
tempt to destroy Israel. This prayer burns in 
the heart of peace-loving people in Israel and 
around the world, just as the prayer for the re
unification of the Jewish people did during the 
Diaspora. 

I share the joy of the Israeli people on this 
historic day. May · the courage of David, the 
wisdom of Solomon, and the devotion of the 
martyrs of Massada be with the Israeli people 
not only as they face the challenges of the up
coming year, but always. 

THE FUTURE OF OUR STRATEGIC 
BOMBER FORCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, today I 
wanted to take this special order be
cause I believe the House of Represent
atives at this crucial moment is going 
to take up an issue of extraordinary 
concern to our country, to President 
Bush, to Dick Cheney, and to the Joint 
Chiefs, an issue, I think, that is cru
cially important to the American peo
ple. And that is the future of our stra
tegic bomber force and the moderniza
tion of that bomber force. 

I have been a member of the Defense 
Appropriations Subcommittee for the 
last 13 years, and during that time, we 
started this program, the B-2 program. 
It was started under President Carter. 

I can remember . the great signifi
cance and importance of this program, 
when we were briefed by Secretary 
Harold Brown and the Joint Chiefs at 
that time regarding the importance of 
steal th technology and how crucial 
stealth technology might be. 

During much of the 1980's, during the 
Reagan administration, this program, 
which was a very classified program, 
went ahead and development pro
ceeded. Last year, of course, the pro
gram was taken out of the black world, 
the world of classified programs, and 
was presented to the American people. 

The program, as all of us know, has 
been slowed down. We have, in essence, 
been doing the R&D on the program 
and preparing production. We are in 
production. A lot of times people do 
not realize that we are in production of 
the B-2. And the crucial point has been 
that we have slowed the program down 
in order to make certain that we have 
a good program. 

I wanted to report to the House of 
Representatives today and to the 
American people that the initial flight 
testing on the B-2 bomber has gone ex
traordinarily well. And now we have 
done some of the basic work on the 
stealthiness of, the low observable test
ing of the B-2, and it has gone very, 
very well in that respect. So I think I 
can report to the American people and 
to the Congress that we are not going 
to have the same kind of problems on 
the B-2 that we have had on the B-1. I 
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think we are going to have an extraor
dinarily good airplane, an airplane that 
will do the job out in the future. 

Now, much has been made by the 
critics of this program about its costs. 

D 1220 
It is a very significant program in 

terms of cost. We are talking about a 
program in the range of $60 to $70 bil
lion in total costs. I think it is the cost 
issue itself that, when you think about 
it, makes the best case for the B-2. 

Over this last decade as we developed 
this aircraft that we have now tested, 
we have spent somewhere between $30 
and $35 billion for 15 aircraft. These are 
the planes that we have been testing. 
These are the planes you have seen on 
television. These are the planes that 
are being flown against the radars in 
order to test it for low observability. 

Not all of those 15 planes are con
structed, but we have several that we 
are running through that testing pro
gram. 

We made that investment, that sunk
cost investment. We have paid for over 
half of this entire program, and not to 
finish, to get what Secretary Cheney 
has called a very formidable force of 75 
B-2 bombers, and as you may remem
ber, we were talking about 132 bomb
ers; in order to get 75, we need to buy 
60 more, and we can get that 60 more 
for somewhere between $28 and $30 bil
lion. 

Crucial to that is ramping up the 
cost, or ramping up the production 
rate, not ramping up the cost. The cost 
is significant enough. As we ramp up 
the production rate, it will drive down 
the unit cost, and we can get a bomber 
force of 75. 

Now, when you couple that with the 
97 B-lB's and our B-52's, which are ba
sically used for cruise-missile carrying, 
the B-l's for penetration, and the B-2's 
we would have a very formidable bomb
er force for the future. In fact, the 
Rand Corp. has done a study which I 
would place in the RECORD today that 
clearly outlines that this kind of bomb
er force would be extraordinarily good, 
that it would have great capability, 
that you would have the older B-52's to 
carry cruise missiles, you's have the B-
2's to penetrate Soviet air defenses, 
you'd have the B-l's to play that same 
role of penetration, possibly a cruise
missile carrier at a later date, and you 
wouild have the B-2 which could not 
only penetrate Soviet air defenses but 
it could also be used conventionally 
much as the F-117 Stealth fighter was 
used in the gulf war. 

So the key point that we want to 
make today is that it is time to make 
a decision. It is time to move this pro
gram forward. We have gone through 
the testing, and the testing has been 
very, very good. 

The opponents of this program say, 
"Let us kill it at 15. Let us end it at 
15." I asked at a hearing this week, or 

last week actually, at a hearing that 
was held before the Defense Appropria
tions Subcommittee, I asked Lee But
ler, the head of the Strategic Air Com
mand, "What could you do if the advo
cates of actually killing the B-2 actu
ally killed it, could you use 15 aircraft? 
Would it be meaningful militarily?" 

His unequivocal answer was that 15 
B-2's simply did not make any sense. It 
was not a force that we could use. 

I mean, obviously I would love to see 
the full 75, and I think the analysis 
shows that you need 75 if you are going 
to use them both in the conventional 
and strategic sense, but clearly 15 and 
killing the program, this simply does 
not make sense. 

If you did kill the B-2 bomber be
cause it is so expensive, what would 
happen? The Air Force would imme
diately be told by the President to go 
out and build another bomber, go out 
and start all over. That would be to
tally ridiculous. We would have in
vested $35 billion of the American peo
ple's money, their hard-earned wealth, 
and gotten very little for it. 

The head of the Strategic Air Com
mand, Mr. Butler, was asked a ques
tion, "Do you think it is out of line to 
spend $28 billion to $30 billion to get 
those additional 60 planes?" And he an
swered back and said, "It would be a 
great investment, because then we 
would have a bomber that could be 
used as a hedge against the failure of 
our ICBM leg or SLBM leg, and we 
would also have a bomber that we 
could use in the conventional role." 

Now think about it. Let us assume 
that President Bush had had the B-2 
bomber and we had it deployed at 
Whiteman Air Force Base in Missouri, 
and Saddam was on the border of Ku
wait and Iraq ready to invade Saudi 
Arabia, if the President had had a B-2 
bomber, he could have ordered it into 
action, and with one aerial refueling 
off the coast of Spain, the B-2 could 
have attacked Baghdad against the 
same kind of targets that the F-117 
went against, those surface-to-air mis
siles, their radars, the nuclear, biologi
cal, and chemical facilities, the leader
ship. They could have gone against all 
of those same targets that the F-117 at
tacked, and could have done it with 
complete surprise, complete impunity, 
and at the same time another squadron 
of B-2's could have attacked the forces, 
the Republican Guards, that were 
massing on the border of Iraq and Ku
wait, and they could have attacked 
those tanks with conventional weapons 
that are being developed. So it gives 
the President an enormous option that 
he does not have with the B-1 and B-52. 

And why is that? The B-1 and the B-
52 can both be seen by enemy radars. If 
you flew them into Baghdad, they 
would have been shot down. We would 
have lost the crews. We would have had 
a failed mission, and the President 
would have had to wait until air su-

premacy was achieved in order to use 
those existing heavy bombers. 

So what we have learned from the 
gulf is that stealth technology works, 
and when you compare the F-117 with 
the B-2, the B-2 carries 10 times as 
much ordnance and ammunition and 
weapons, and it flies 5 times as far. It 
is a much more capable asset. 

Frankly, the F-117's have to be used 
in a situation like we had where we had 
airfields in Saudi Arabia, and you 
could fly from those airfields in Saudi 
Arabia and attack, and even then it 
has to have heavy tankering, because 
it has range limitations. 

So what the B-2 does, it gives you 
legs. It gives you distance. And it gives 
the President of the United States a 
very powerful option. He can use the B-
2 in any kind of a situation with the 
Soviet Union as a deterrent weapon, 
and we do not expect to have a problem 
there, but we have to be careful and 
protect that option. 

But, more importantly, and the kind 
of contingencies we have seen in Pan
ama, in Grenada, in Libya, in the gulf, 
he would have the capability to have 
an asset that, with one refueling, could 
reach any crisis area around the world. 

That is why President Bush, Dick 
Cheney, Don Rice, Larry McPeak, our 
top military commanders, have made 
the B-2 bomber their No. 1 priority this 
year. 

As I was trying to get to, if we did 
not do this, the Air Force would have 
to go out and buy something else. 

My good friend, the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. CHANDLER] is here. 
Let us say that they went out and 
bought some of those 747's that we 
produce at Everett, WA, and they had 
to militarize those 747's, and they 
threw every cruise missile we could on 
them, and that would probably cost 
somewhere between $400 and $500 mil
lion per airplane, but it would not be 
stealthy, and that is the point. We 
have got the B-52's to do that mission. 

So I think killing this program at 
this time, now that we know we have 
got a good program, it would be a mis
take of historic proportions, and that 
is why I have taken this special order 
today to urge my colleagues on the 
Committee on Armed Services to take 
another look at this program, to look 
at what happened with stealth tech
nology in the gulf, to look and see 
where we are on the B-2 program, that 
it has gone through its testing, that it 
is going to be stealthier than we 
thought it was going to be. 

D 1230 

That it can be . used not only in a 
strategic deterrent role to hedge 
against the failure of our own ICBM's, 
we were talking about mobility. We 
were talking about rail garrison. We 
were talking about Midgetman. Both of 
those programs have been slowed down, 
and what we have done is put our chips 
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on that B-2. We have said that this is 
our highest strategic priority. 

That is why I feel it is so important 
for the committee leadership, particu
larly the chairman of the committee, 
to make this evidence known to the 
Members, to show them the Rand 
study, which clearly says that having a 
bomber force with a B-2 in it makes 
sense, to look at the testing, and to 
look at the testimony by General 
Horner. General Horner presented some 
very impressive testimony before our 
committee. In case Members have for
gotten, General Horner was the person 
that ran the air war out in the gulf. He 
showed the various packages of aircraft 
that they used in the gulf. This is f o
cusing more on the F-117. In one situa
tion that they were faced with there 
was a plant up in the north that they 
wanted to attack. In order to do that, 
he had to put together 67 airplanes. He 
had to have the bomb-dropping air
planes. He had to have fighters to es
cort those bomb droppers. He had to 
have jammers up there to jam their 
electronics. He had to have a whole 
host of tankers. The package of air
craft, 67 airplanes in that package, and 
would Members like to know what hap
pened? The air defense in Iraq, and ev
eryone thinks this was a piece of cake. 
It was not a piece of cake. Members 
ought to talk to the pilots who flew the 
F-117, but this group of aircraft led by 
some of our advanced technology 
planes, none of them stealthy, they 
could not get the job done. 

So the next day, do Members know 
what they did? They went back and 
said they would take 8 F-117's and 2 
tankers, and they will fly up there and 
see what they can do. They went up at 
the dead of night, came in and hit them 
with complete and total surprise. They 
never knew they were there because of 
their stealth. They destroyed this facil
ity and they got the job done. 

Now the comparison is important. 
The costs of that standard package of 
67 aircraft that could not get the job 
done, procurement costs in 20-year 
O&S cost, totaled $6.5 billion. The costs 
to those 8 F-117's and the 2 tankers is 
$1.5 billion. Stealth saves, No. 1; but 
more importantly than that, stealth 
saves lives. The lives of our pilots, 
young men and women whom we are 
sending in harm's way in combat. If 
they are in a stealthy plane that the 
enemy radars cannot see, they will 
have a better chance of surviving, to 
fight another day. 

We did not lose one single F-117 in 
this war. It was the fact that we had 
stealth and precision munitions, to
gether, that gave the United States 
that tremendous conventional capabil
ity. Think about it. We will have the 
B-2 bomber that is just as stealthy, if 
not more so, than the F-117. We have 
newer technology in the B-2 bomber, 
and it can go 5 times as far, with 10 
times the payload. That is why I think 

it would be criminal, literally crimi
nal, if we allowed this plane to be 
killed at this point in time. That is 
why I have taken this special order 
today. 

I notice that two of my colleagues 
are here. I will want to yield to them, 
and I appreciate very much their com
ing over. I think the case is so strong, 
and not only are we going to save lives 
and save money, but we will have a 
weapons system that will give the 
United States the technological advan
tage over all of our adversaries for the 
next 40 years. That is what has made 
America's military capability so great. 
We have always had technological su
periority. We have always been one 
step ahead of our principal adversaries. 
The world is not going to get less dan
gerous. We have instability in the So
viet Union. We have Third World coun
tries that have very sophisticated sur
face-to-air missiles that will shoot our 
kids down unless we put in the next 
generation of weapons, stealth tech
nology. That is why if they say kill the 
B-2 and go to something else, we have 
to ask them, how much will that cost? 
Is it stealthy? Will it survive? The an
swer, clearly, is that something that is 
not stealthy cannot go in harm's way 
without a heck of a lot of cost. It is so 
crucial, those F-117's being able to go 
in and kill those surface-to-air mis
siles, instantly. It got the U.S. air su
premacy. Once we got air supremacy, 
Saddam could not get his planes up. As 
General Horner said, they were faced 
with either putting their fighters in 
shelters, or flying them to Iran. There 

. was no other option because we had 
total air superiority. Then we could 
bring in the B-52's that were not 
stealthy, and we bombed the Repub
lican Guards into submission. That 
made the ground war easier. That made 
the United States able to win that 
ground war in less than 100 hours, and 
to win it decisively. However, it all 
goes back to the technological advan
tage we had with stealth. Stealth gave 
the United States the edge. It saved 
lives. It saved money. It won a great 
victory for this country. 

Now I will yield to the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. CHANDLER], and 
after that I will yield to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. LEWIS]. The gen
tleman from Washington is a leading 
expert on aviation, and a valued col
league of mine who I have served with 
for a number of years in the House of 
Representatives. The gentleman is an 
expert on stealth and on our bomber 
force. 

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Speaker, my 
colleagues in Washington and I at
tended a session of some people from 
home the other day. He had to leave, 
but I made some remarks that I would 
like to repeat now. 

I think it is important that people 
understand that when we went to war 
in the desert, we did not have a choice 

but to face down what was essentially 
a threat to the stability of the entire 
world. The reason that we prevailed 
was in no small part because we had 
superior weaponry with superior people 
operating those weapons, weapons that 
were available, weapons that worked. I 
want to say that my colleague from 
the State of Washington [Mr. DICKS] is 
to a great deal responsible for that 
fact, because at times out here on the 
floor of this House and in the Commit
tee on Appropriations when those votes 
were mighty tough, in days when no 
Member saw anything like Desert 
Storm coming, my colleagues, the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS] 
was there. He did take those tough 
votes. I credit him with leadership in 
helping to bring about what was a vic
tory in Desert Storm and in which 
there was minimal loss of life, which 
we are all grateful for. 

I think much has been said by my 
colleagues, and I would like to simply 
make several points here as we look at 
the future. My guess is that the next 
conflict, and we all pray that there is 
not one, but this is an unstable world. 
There are interests in the United 
States and in our allies around the 
world that have to be protected. With 
that in mind, it seems to me that we 
have to ask ourselves three fundamen
tal questions about whatever program 
it is that we are considering. 

No. l, is the program necessary? No. 
2, does the program perform to speci
fications? No. 3, is it cost effective? 

I want to answer those three ques
tions about the B-2 bomber. One, is the 
B-2 bomber needed? As my colleague 
says, absolutely yes. Without the B-2 
bomber, we have no effective penetrat
ing bomber by the end of this decade, 
and there is no substitute, Mr. Speak
er, for manned bombers. It would be 
wonderful if there were, but there is 
not. Therefore, we need a manned 
bomber. With the cancellation of the 
A-12, the B-2, and the F-117A will be 
the only operational Stealth aircraft. 

With the reduction of forces world
wide, and reduced access to bases 
abroad, we for example, do not know 
yet what will happen in the Philippines 
in our ability to use the bases there. 
We need not only the F-117A, which is 
a short-range tanker-dependent fighter 
jet, fighter-bomber, but we need the 
longer range, great capacity of the B-2. 
We need both. 

I have heard people say that if the V-
117 A worked so well in the Persian 
Gulf, why do we not just go with that? 
I have just given Members the answer, 
because as my colleague points out, 
that is a short-range tanker-dependent 
aircraft, tankers which are not 
stealthy at all, and they are and can be 
because of that vulnerability. 

D 1240 
The second question. Does the B-2 

work? Again, absolutely yes. The com-
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bat results in Desert Storm show us 
the effectiveness of stealth technology. 
We saw the high-target kills, the num
ber of sorties necessary to bring about 
those kills, and at the same time with 
no Stealth losses and no loss of U.S. pi
lots' lives. 

The F-117A's represented only 21h 
percent of the coalition aircraft assets, 
but covered 31 percent of the targets in 
the first 24 hours of that war. 

Now, the important point here is we 
not only were able to take out surface
to-air missiles, but we were also able to 
take out radar. 

I have heard some of the B-2 critics 
say, yes, I have heard some of the B-2 
critics say, "Yes, but you can still see 
a B-2 on radar." 

Well, it may well be, but it looks like 
a sparrow hawk or a goose or some 
other bird, if you can see it at all. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. CHANDLER. Yes. The gentleman 
has the time. 

Mr. DICKS. The crucial point, and I 
want to make sure everyone hears this, 
it is one thing to get a glimpse briefly 
of the B-2 on radar. That may have 
happened out in the gulf. Some of the 
other planes said they might have seen 
it, but that does not shoot it down. You 
have to be able to send a plane to at
tack it or to vector a surface-to-air 
missile to engage it. They cannot do 
that. 

Mr. CHANDLER. That is right. 
Mr. DICKS. We have a red team at 

MIT that looks into all these so-called 
theories about overcoming stealth and 
so far thank God none of it is proven. 
None of it works. The case in the gulf 
is proof in itself. We sent them in 
·there. They flew all the tough mis-
sions. They had the toughest highly de
fended targets. None of them were shot 
down. That is the proof. 

Mr. CHANDLER. And you also can
not see a Stealth or any other kind of 
bomber with radar that does not exist. 
One of the chief missions of the B-2 
bomber would be to take out those ra
dars in the early hours of a war. 

Another point that I think is worth 
making here is because of stealth tech
nology and because of the ability to 
gain air superiority, we can manage to 
fight an air war, as we did in the gulf, 
with regrettably some, but at the same 
time minimal civilian casualties. 

One of the things we and our leaders 
set out to do early in the war was to 
minimize casualties, and we did. 

The final question to ask and to an
swer, is the B-2 affordable? Again, the 
answer is yes. It is affordable in terms 
of our present ability to pay and it is a 
good investment in terms of military 
capability for money invested. In terms 
of remaining costs, more than half of 
the cost of the program has already 
been pa.id. 

I could cite some other evidence. I 
will simply submit that for the 

RECORD, Mr. Speaker, and simply con
clude by saying, as my colleague did, I 
did not want to vote to send any Amer
ican to war, but on January 16 I took 
that vote because I felt that our inter
est as a Nation, the interests of our al
lies were threatened. 

With that vote, one that was the sin
gle most difficult that I have ever 
taken in the Congress of the United 
States, I put at risk the sons and 
daughters of men and women in this 
country in my State and in my dis
trict. 

I may well have to take that vote 
again. I pray to God that I do not, but 
if I do, I want to know that those 
young men and women who go to war 
are in the best possible equipment that 
we can provide, and the B-2 bomber is 
one very important element in provid
ing that security for our country, for 
our allies and for those young men and 
women. 

Again my compliments and thanks to 
the gentleman for taking this special 
order. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the gentleman from Washington being 
here. This is a Monday and a lot of 
Members are not here who wanted to 
participate. We have a stealth caucus 
in the House, of which the gentleman is 
an active member. I just complimented 
the gentleman on his statement. It is a 
good statement. It makes sense. I just 
hope that our colleagues on the Armed 
Services Committee when they make 
their markups in the next couple days 
will pay heed to the wise counsel that 
he has given them. 

Now I yield to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LEWIS], a new member 
of the Defense Appropriations Sub
committee, but a veteran in this House 
of Representatives, one of the most re
spected Members of the Republican mi
nority, who has been a good friend of 
mine and someone who has great judg
ment, part of the leadership on the Re
publican side. I just want to say that I 
am pleased the gentleman is here. I 
yield to the gentleman at this .point so 
that he can further discuss one of 
America's important defense priorities. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, I thank my colleagues from Wash
ington for this opportunity to partici
pate in this discussion regarding Amer
ican technology. Indeed, it is impor
tant to discuss our future ability to 
provide leadership in the world not 
only for our national defense, but also 
for the defense of freedom. I believe 
that the B-2 and stealth technology 
will provide the kind of leadership that 
allows a sustainable peace for all peo
ples of the world. 

This Member has generally been a 
supporter of our military spending 
through the 1980's. My support for na
tional defense is in no small part be
cause my district in California prob
ably has as many, if not more, military 

installations than any district in the 
country. 

It has been relatively easy for me 
philosophically to reflect the attitude 
of my district; but from time to time I 

· have had doubts about ever-escalating 
defense budgets and I have questioned 
some of those programs that were on 
the edge of technology. 

Indeed, when the debates had taken 
place in the past regarding the · B-2 
bomber and people talked about costs 
that might push half-a-billion dollars 
per plane, I scratched my head, along 
with the American people, and said, 
"Wait a minute," even though, in the 
final analysis, I was a supporter of 
steal th technology and the B-2. 

Once I became a member of the sub
committee on which the gentleman so 
ably serves, I could not help but face 
the reality that this new position 
meant my vote might make more of a 
difference on some of the most signifi
cant expenditures in the DOD budget. 
That forced me to take a different kind 
of look at this specific technology; that 
is, stealth and the B-2. I spent much of 
the last 2 months on in-depth briefings 
and analyses of this program, and it is 
because of this extensive effort that I 
have come to join with the gentleman 
today in this discussion of the B-2. 

The opportunity for me to partici
pate in that kind of analysis and effort, 
coming almost in confluence with this 
incredible experience in the Middle 
East, offers a distinct and unique 
chance to view the B-2 in a different 
kind of way. 

The American people are proud of our 
country's recent success in the Middle 
East. There is little doubt that our tre
mendous success results from the ef
forts of our defense workers in deliver
ing and producing the goods. There is a 
sense of pride in this country about our 
ability to defend ourselves that I have 
not seen since World War II. 

In that context, I think it is very im
portant to focus upon why we were so 
successful. We won because our tax
payers were willing to commit huge 
dollars to keep us on the cutting edge 
of technology. In every sphere of effort 
in the Middle East, those who helped 
produce the technology led the way. 
This allowed our service men and 
women to be successful. 

Incredibly, the Stealth F-117 was on 
the battlefield. They were used in this 
war and in the first 2 days, flew be
tween 2 and 3 percent of the missions--

Mr. DICKS. Two or three percent of 
our total assets, 31 percent of the mis
sions. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Yes. The F-
117's were 2 to 3 percent of the assets 
and yet delivered on target almost 40 
percent of the important hits. 

Mr. DICKS. That is right. 
Mr. LEWIS of California. They deliv

ered those hits on Baghdad while fac
ing levels of ground-to-air defense that 
only can be matched in Eastern Euro-
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pean countries-a very, very tremen
dous achievement. 

D 1250 

Mr. DICKS. The gentleman is abso-. 
lutely correct. The facts are absolutely 
there as the gentleman stated. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. As my col
league stated, he has a chart. The gen
tleman has beside him a chart which he 
has not had a chance to talk about yet, 
but it might be good for us to have an 
exchange regarding that because it 
makes my point relative to the, first, 
the technology of the F-117 Stealth 
fighter-bombers and their potential 
value, leading to a discussion of the 
real value of the B-2 technology. The 
red portion of that chart shows an ab
solute mission flown, 75 planes in that 
armada, and the need for the fighter
bombers themselves, a need for air
planes that can disrupt the enemy's 
ability to target those planes that are 
actually going to deliver those bombs 
or armament. There are behind the 
planes to be in the business of refueling 
that whole armada. Literally what we 
have there is a huge set of assets that 
cost a huge amount of money being put 
to risk in a military theater where 
there is action taking place. 

Mr. DICKS. That standard package of 
aircraft, they failed in that particular 
mission. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. That is cor
rect. 

Mr. DICKS. And then if we look at 
the second one, the precision weapons, 
where we have smart weapons on those 
planes, that is another big cost. What 
they finally had to do was to get those 
eight F-117's, two tankers at a cost of 
$1.5 billion over 20 years, versus the 
standard package which had a procure
ment cost in 20-year cost of $6.5 billion. 
This one-indicating-got the job done, 
and we did not lose any pilots. They all 
came back to fly another mission the 
next day. These people in the standard 
package had to turn back because the 
air defenses were so heavy. 

So I think this shows it better than 
anything what the value of Stealth 
really is in terms of real combat. Then 
to think about this, the B-2 could have 
done the same mission either from 
Saudi Arabia or, with one air refueling, 
from the United States of America at 
the President's request. They could 
have flown a B-2, if we had it, over 
there and accomplished that same mis
sion at the cost of Sl.3 billion. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. That chart 
dramatically makes the point that fly
ing standard missions with stealth 
technology saves a great deal of money 
because so much less valuable equip
ment is put at risk. More importantly, 
Stealth saves lives. When you fly fewer 
planes and put fewer crews at risk, you 
can make an important difference. 
Substantually fewer people could do 
the job and actually accomplish the 

mission. Clearly, we should think 
about the value of that technology. 

Mr. DICKS. The gentleman is abso
lutely correct. Not only does it save 
lives, it gets the job done and it gets it 
done more rapidly. As you remember, 
it was those first few days when we 
used the 117's to go in and take on 
those most difficult targets, and if we 
had not been able to do that, we would 
have been flying standard packages 
like this in there and we would have 
lost a lot of airplanes, a lot of kids 
would have lost their lives needlessly. 

So, what we need for the future is the 
ability with Stealth, both the 117's, the 
B-2's, the ATF advanced tactical fight
er and, hopefully some day, the A-12, 
to have enough of this kind of capabil
ity so that in any combat situation we 
go in with our stealth airplanes first, 
we devastate the opponent, gain air su
periority, and then we can go back and 
use those standard aircraft very effec
tively once we have air superiority. 
And that is the way we are going to op
erate in the future . 

So, I appreciate very much the input 
of the gentleman into this and his ter
ribly important role on the committee. 

I wish more of our Members, I say to 
the gentleman from California, would 
go out and see the bomber, go out to 
Edwards Air Force Base or out to Nor
folk and actually see the plane, talk to 
the people. 

A lot was made, as the gentleman 
knows, that this program was in trou
ble. But we have got that thing 
straightened out. The F-117 was in 
trouble, the M-1 tank was in trouble, 
the Bradley fighting vehicle was in 
trouble; these programs, when you are 
out there . at the edge of technology, 
doing something no one has ever done 
before, it is not easy. 

You are going to hear in the press 
that they have had problems, sure. I 
have been on this committee for 13 
years. One thing I have learned is you 
stay with it because if you kill it, the 
cost, $35 billion down the toilet, gone. 
And it is done, we have invested it. 
Now it is time to get the . reward, the 
return on investment. Now we get 60 
planes for less than $35 billion, some
where around $28 to $30 billion, for 60 
additional aircraft. And they have 
proven themselves in the gulf, that this 
kind of technology works. 

So, I think it would be ludicrous. 
Then we would have to start over and 
try to build something else. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Of course. 
The gentleman's chart presents to us 
another chapter of this whole discus
sion. It seems to me, that while the 
gentleman has made the point, it could 
be made in another way. 

The American public was extremely 
proud of our men and women and the 
results they achieved in the Middle 
East. One of the reasons for that suc
cess involves Saddam Hussein and his 
fundamental mistake. Who would have 

believed that George Bush could al
most overnight, move 200,000 of our 
troops to the Middle East? Just think 
what might have occurred if we had 
not had, almost 5 months to get ready. 

Mr. DICKS. Right. 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Saddam 

Hussein might have, attacked Saudi 
Arabia immediately after he went into 
Kuwait. If he had done that, the chal
lenge to our troops would have been 
fundamentally different. 

Mr. DICKS. The gentleman is abso
lutely on target here. 

I was out there visiting General 
Schwarzkopf before the gentleman was 
on that committee. In the first 4 or 5 
weeks we finally got the 82d out there. 
We had a Marine expeditionary force. 

He was terrified that they would in
vade, that they would see this coming 
and figure it is better to attack now 
and take them on now. Frankly, we 
would have not had in theater the ca
pability to defend those kids. We could 
have had a devastating defeat. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. It could 
have been very devastating. 

Mr. DICKS. And think about it, if we 
had had the B-2, the President of the 
United States, if he had seen that they 
were going to attack into Saudi Ara
bia, he could have flown that B-2 out of 
Whiteman Air Force Base with one re
fueling to attack not only those troops 
massed on the border of Iraq and Ku
wait, but also he could have attacked 
Baghdad. He could have gone right to 
Baghdad, gone after the command and 
control, gone after Saddam Hussein, 
gone after all his forces, nuclear, bio
logical, chemical, and the suface-to-air 
missiles. He could have gone directly 
there to attack with one squadron, and 
he could also have gone down there and 
defended our kids. 

He did not have the other aircraft 
out there; it took a while to get those 
planes out there. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. It took a 
while. 

Mr. DICKS. It was a point of vulner
ability. We were very, very fortunate. 
The gentleman makes a very impor
tant contribution to this debate by 
pointing that out. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. It seems to 
me the B-2 has global presence. It 
could have taken off here, or it could 
have taken off from Diego Garcia. As 
the chart indicates, two B-2's, with no 
support behind them, could have ac
complished the mission that was in
volved here. More significantly, they 
could have provided protection for 
those troops at a critical moment, if 
indeed, Saddam Hussein had crossed 
the border. 

The B-2 has the capacity to reach 
around the globe, the capacity to carry 
tremendous levels of ordnance, deliver 
it where needed, and deliver it in con
ventional kinds of warfare. 

Mr. DICKS. Right. The point the gen
tleman makes, I want to make sure the 
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American people know what we are 
talking about here today; we are talk
ing about a bomber, we are not talking 
about nuclear weapons, we are talking 
about a bomber where we can use con
ventional ordnance, the same basic 
ordnance that the B-52 has. We are just 
going to smarten it up, we are going to 
make it precision-guided munitions in 
the next generation so you can fly a 
plane with stealth into the heaviest 
areas, use the smart weapons to get to 
the targets that are crucial and get 
them there early. 

What we are going to do is smarten 
up this bomber and make it even a bet
ter conventional weapon. And at the 
same time, if we can get 75, we will 
have enough of these bombers to have 
some on alert as a deterrent against 
the kind of uncertainty that we face in 
the Soviet Union in the traditional 
Strategic Air Command responsibility 
of having a strategic deterrent, a nu
clear deterrent. 

D 1300 

So, in essence I think this is one of 
the greatest investments American 
people can get in defense. We get our 
No. 1 priority; we get a weapon that we 
can use conventionally in situations 
like the gulf. We also have it during 
the time, and we do not want to be at 
war ever, but when we are at peace, it 
can be part of our deterrent force, and, 
if called upon, it can penetrate into the 
heart of the Soviet Union, and I must 
say that I hope we have great peace 
with the Soviet Union. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe in detente, I 
believe in arms control, and I want to 
talk about that in a minute, but I also 
see great uncertainty in the Soviet 
Union. I see the republics rising up 
against the central government. Mr. 
Gorbachev is having trouble with the 
economy. There is great uncertainty 
there, and they still posses 31,000 nu
clear weapons, and we do not know who 
is going to wind up in charge of all 
those nuclear weapons. And so at a 
time when, as the gentleman knows, 
we have stopped everything else in 
strategic modernization; we have said, 
"18 Tridents; that's the end," we are 
saying only D-5's on the Atlantic Tri
dents. We are holding up on the Peace
keeper rail garrison, and we are hold
ing up on Midgetman. So, this is really 
the only area in strategic moderniza
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, we used to get 13 per
cent of the strategic budget that went 
to these kinds of weapons for deter
rence, and now it is down to about 6.5 
percent. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. DICKS] has very neatly taken me 
to the next point I want to make re
garding the B-2 in this debate. 

Critics of the B-2 have suggested that 
there is no longer a need for us to . 
worry about the Soviet Union and their 

nuclear threat. They say that this air
plane, which was designed largely for 
deterrence in terms of the nuclear 
threat, is not necessary, and that we 
cannot justify the expenditure. 

There are two points I would like to 
make in connection with that, one of 
which the gentleman made already 
very well in another way. It is very 
clear that the Soviet Union currently 
is in a very, very volatile condition. 
Her politics are horrid. Her economy is 
worse than our economy has been in 
the worst time in our history, during 
the years of the Great Depression. We 
do not know what the circumstances 
are going to be near term in the Soviet 
Union, and indeed changes could take 
pface that could be very theatening to 
world peace. 

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman has 
indicated, the Soviet Union continues 
to build her nuclear base. She has 
ICBM capability that literally could 
destroy the free world, if given a free 
hand. The nuclear deterrence potential 
of 75 Stealth bombers that can reach 
around the globe, does affect people in 
the Soviet Union. They better be very 
cautious before dismissing that chal
lenge. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I am happy 
to yield. 

Mr. DICKS. See, it is the synergistic 
relationship of each leg of the triad. 
Our submarines at sea, stealthy; that is 
where we first learned about Stealth; 
they are highly survivable. Our land
based leg of the triad, our ICBM's, are 
in fixed silos. They could be targeted. 
So, it is crucial in the air breathing, 
with our B-l's, our B-52's and the B-2, 
that we have in essence two different 
important capabilities. We have a 
penetrater, an assured penetrater, with 
the B-2 that can go in against all those 
heavily defended targets, just like the 
ones around Baghdad, the ones that the 
Soviets have that are heavily defended. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Correct. 
Mr. DICKS. And you also have cruise

missile-carrying B-52's, and later the 
B-1, that can stand off and shoot cruise 
missiles in. Therefore the Soviets, and 
I must say to the gentleman that I am 
amazed with their economy that they 
do what they do, but they are still 
building ICBM's, SLBM's. They are 
still building air defenses. They have 
the thickest, most difficult air defenses 
with surface-to-air missiles and fight
ers that can go out and attack incom
ing bombers, and, if we have a one di
mensional system, a one dimensional 
U.S. air-breathing leg that could not 
penetrate, and there is good evidence 
that the B-52's and the B-l's later on 
will not be able to penetrate, then they 
can bring their fighters and their SU 
AWACS out to the periphery and stop 
our cruise missile carriers from getting 
close enough to attack targets in the 
Soviet Union. Therefore they do not 

have coverage, but they cannot do that 
if at the same time there is a penetrat
ing bomber, a B-2 that can go in with 
Stealth to the heart of the country. 
They then have to defend against both, 
and it makes the challenge for them so 
great that I do not think they would 
ever risk nuclear war. 

So, we never want these systems for 
war fighting, but, if we have to, we of 
course would use them. What we want 
them for is to deter anyone from ever 
considering attacking the United 
States. 

And we have to remember the Soviet 
Union still possesses the capability to 
devastate America within 30 minutes, 
and that is why-and it has worked 
ever since after World War II-that it 
is so important to have a highly credi
ble deterrent, and that is why I think 
in this situation we get a weapon that 
is a first-class penetrater, an asset of 
crucial importance to our strategic 
range, that triad of systems, and also 
we get a penetrater that could be used 
in a conventional setting. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. The gen
tleman is correct. 

Mr. DICKS. And we put that to
gether, and in essence what we are giv
ing the American people are two bomb
ers for the price of one, and we have in
vested a lot of their money in it, and to 
walk away from it at this point, I 
think I cannot think of a mistake of 
more historic proportions of showing 
we have lost our will and resolve to 
stay at the forefront of technology 
than doing this deed. 

I am surprised by some of the people 
in fact who are supporting doing this 
because I think, if they will just look 
at this new evidence, they will see that 
the case here makes incredibly good 
sense. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I must say 
that my colleagues provide a tremen
dous service here today. Many of our 
colleagues are looking several ways at 
this technological expenditure. Sud
denly' there is a new environment, and 
they are willing to look again, regard
ing the value of B-2 and its potential. 

But let me mention this. Our critics 
suggest that we really cannot afford 
the expenditure simply for nuclear de
terrence. I think we have set that aside 
in this discussion. It is important to 
note this. When we take a look at the 
purpose of B-2, we discover defense 
leaders in 1981 who were calling for the 
creation of an advanced strategic pene
trating aircraft, now known as the B-2. 
Their original mission statement said, 

This aircraft shall provide a capab111ty 
across a total range of international con
frontations and be effective in both nuclear 
and conventional weapons delivery missions. 

It was meant as well as to be a con
ventional system. The B-2 will prob
ably become the most significant 
breakthrough in terms of conventional 
warfare and our ability to defend our-
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selves in the history of our defense ef
fort. 

Mr. DICKS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Happy to 
yield. 

Mr. DICKS. Yesterday I was up in 
Boston, and I saw the future, the sen
sor fused weapons system. This is going 
to be a new conventional weapon: 
smart. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Correct. 
Mr. DICKS. It can literally be carried 

on the B-2. Thousands of them may be 
carried, and they have the capability of 
destroying tanks in the field because 
they hit them from the top. With that 
kind of a smart conventional weapon 
and the B-2 stealthiness, I mean we 
could have a future conventional weap
on-the gentleman is absolutely cor
rect-that we have never even con
ceived of in terms of the devastation it 
could present to a whole column of, 
say, hundreds, if not thousands, of 
enemy tanks, if they are clustered to
gether. I mean we could come in with 
B-2's and attack them conventionally 
in a way that we have never been able 
to do before. · 

So, it seems to me that the case is 
solid. 

Now I want to say the cost. The gen
tleman brought up cost, and I want to 
say another point. There are a lot of 
people out there saying that we better 
rather spend the money on education, 
or housing, or transportation, and I 
have to tell the gentleman that I sup
port those priorities. I want to spend 
money on those things. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Of course. 
Mr. DICKS. But we have reached a 

budget agreement with the administra
tion in which we have said basically 
that we are going to cut defense-be
tween 1985 and 1996 defense spending 
will have declined in real terms by 34 
percent. We are taking the defense 
budget down to the lowest level since 
World War II. Some think it is dan
gerously low, but we have said, "Mr. 
President, we will go with you for $290 
billion in defense, some of which goes 
to the Department of Energy." 
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But that money, if you do not spend 

it on the B-2, what the opponents are 
going to do is take the money and put 
it into a lot of other defense priorities, 
because that amount of money has to 
be spent on defense. You cannot take it 
away from there and put it in these 
other priorities, because we have 
reached this agreement. We said to the 
President that we are going to spend 
$290 billion. So what we are going to do 
is allow the committee, if it does what 
it is maybe planning on doing, to take 
that money and put it into a lot of spe
cial projects that Members want. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand that. I 
have special projects that I support. We 
are talking about America's No. 1 de-

fense priority. The President has sent a 
letter to Chairman NUNN saying that 
this is his top priority, and he has 
made it clear that it is his top priority. 
So we should not be doing that. 

What we should be doing is giving 
support for this, because I think the 
case has been made. We ought to stay 
with the President, and stay with Dick 
Cheney. They steered a pretty solid 
course through this war. I did not agree 
with every step and turn, but when you 
look back on it, they did a pretty de
cent job for our country. They said we 
need this for the next time we are out 
there facing danger. Our kids need it to 
save their lives and get the job done. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. The gen
tleman made a point regarding costs 
that I think deserves some emphasis. 
Not only is this the President's and 
Secretary Cheney's No. 1 priority in 
terms of our future defense needs, but 
we have already spent $30.8 billion on 
the development of this technology. It 
will produce 15 B-2 aircraft, that the 
generals say would be insufficient for 
their total defense systems. 

If we are willing to spend another S35 
billion, we will be able to produce 60 
additional aircraft, for a total of 75. 

Mr. DICKS. One other point; this is 
now in the President's 6-year budget. 
The President has set aside money over 
the next 6 years. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. The gen
tleman is correct. I do want to make 
the point that the American public 
knows the tremendous significance to 
our economy that the development of 
the automobile had. Let us presume 
that Henry Ford had developed the 
technology and created the assembly 
line to produce the first few of those 
rickety old cars and we suddenly cut 
him off. Would the expenditure have 
been worthwhile? The cost per car 
would have been outrageous. 

Now we are talking about the B-2, 
and the fundamental point is that the 
technology has worked. The B-2 is on 
the assembly line. Now we want to cut 
if off and waste that $30 billion. 

Mr. DICKS. The war proves another 
example. What if the critics of the Pa
triot missile had prevailed? We would 
not have had the Patriot out there to 
defend Israel and our kids in the gulf. 
That would have been a disaster as 
well. 

This is the same kind of decision. We 
have invested in this. This is biparti
san. I want to emphasize that. This 
program started under Jimmy Carter. 
Ronald Reagan supported it, George 
Bush supported it, and all of the Sec
retaries of Defense during that time 
frame, Harold Brown, Cap Weinberger, 
Frank Carlucci, Dick Cheney, they all 
supported this program. 

I just hope that because of the new 
evidence that lives can be saved and 
money and precious resources can be 
preserved and protected, not losing 
planes, because they are stealthy, I 

hope that it will be taken into account 
in this debate. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I must say 
the gentleman has been more than gen
erous with his time. I appreciate his al
lowing me to participate in this discus
sion. 

Mr. DICKS. I look forward to partici
pating with the gentleman from Cali
fornia over the next years serving on 
the Defense Subcommittee. Hopefully 
together we can see this through and 
get the job done for the American peo
ple that needs to be done. This system 
is not going to be an embarrassment to 
the American people. When it goes out, 
it will do its job. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. If the gen
tleman will let me make one more 
point that I think is significant here. 
My review has constantly taken me 
back to one question that the critics of 
the B-2 suggest is important. They say 
that the B-2 essentially will not work, 
that in the final analysis, it will not 
deliver the goods. 

The testing is unbelievable on this 
program. We have seen that the F-117 
works. As a practical fact of life, the 
B-2 has flown. In the hours of testing, 
it has demonstrated at every point 
that it works at least as good as those 
people who developed it hoped for. In 
most cases it has worked better. It is a 
technology that has proven itself in 
the air. 

The bottom line is it will not only 
save money, it will also save American 
lives. 

Mr. DICKS. The gentleman knows 
that the gentleman from Washington 
has always been at the forefront of 
arms control since my tenure in the 
House of Representatives, offering 
amendments to keep us within the 
terms of SALT II, to not abrogate our 
ABM agreement, et cetera. 

The President's entire START strat
egy has been to move our country, our 
deterrent weapons force, away from, as 
Ronald Reagan used to say, the fast fli
ers, the missiles that get there in 30 
minutes, to second strike systems like 
bombers. 

So we have advantages built into the 
START agreement that a bomber, even 
though it carries a whole load of weap
ons, only counts as one. 

What we tried to do is create incen
tives for the Soviets to rely on bombers 
and for us to rely on bombers, because 
they are recallable. You have got men 
and women in the loop. They are sys
tems that are slow flying. They take a 
while to get there, so you have a 
chance to rethink. 

So for strategic stability reasons, we 
need the B-2 as well. What this really 
does is serve as a hedge against the 
fact that we do have a vulnerable land
based leg. Somebody out there some
place might break through and find a 
way to find those SLBM's, those sub
marines, and then we would be in a real 
mess, because we would be vulnerable. 
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I hope we remember what we have 

done in START. We have crafted an 
agreement based around the bomber. If 
we do not go forward with the B-2, we 
are going to have undermined our posi
tion out there. I serve as an unofficial 
observer in those talks for the House of 
Representatives, and we are going to 
undermine this administration's abil
ity to in good conscience get a START 
agreement, and I wonder whether the 
Joint Chiefs would be able to support a 
START agreement if this Congress 
does not go forward and do the B-2. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, I would like to thank and congratu
late the gentleman for taking this 
time. There is little doubt that the 
work he has done on this committee 
has laid the foundation for peace, not 
only for our country, but for the world. 
A key to that may very well be our 
going forward with this stealth tech
nology. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the participation of the gentleman 
from California, and hope that mem
bers on the Committee on Armed Serv
ices will take a careful look at the new 
evidence. 
SECURING U.S. INTERESTS IN THE FUTURE: THE 

ROLES OF STRATEGIC BOMBERS IN U.S. 
STRATEGY 

Over the past several years, RAND has con
ducted a broad range of analyses that bear 
on the question of the future of the U.S 
bomber force. One of these studies focused 
specifically on the issue of structuring the 
bomber force. Others were concerned with 
acquisition policies involving the B-2 and 
other systems, top-down planning for U.S. 
military forces, and the future national secu
rity environment. This paper provides an in
tegrated summary of that work. This is an 
independent assessment: The views and judg
ments expressed here do not necessarily re
flect those of RAND's sponsoring agencies. 

This paper makes several major points: 
The post-Cold War world will present a 

wide range of challenges to the security and 
well-being of Americans. The United States 
will require effective military capab111ties-
1ncluding strategic bombers-to deal with 
many of these challenges. 

Long-range bomber aircraft, if properly 
equipped, can play important and unique 
roles. A modernized bomber force would 
allow us to maintain a well-hedged deterrent 
against nuclear attack for many years to 
come. It would also underwrite an ability to 
deter and defeat regional aggression, greatly 
reducing our vulnerab111ty to strategic and 
operational surprise in regional conflicts. 

The existing bomber force will be expen
sive to operate and maintain (about S40 bil
lion over the next 15 years), yet it has seri
ous shortcomings in performing conven
tional operations, and will have declining ef
fectiveness in performing nuclear missions. 

The incremental cost of a highly capable 
bomber force that includes a sizable number 
of B-2 aircraft is relatively modest in com
parison with the cost of simply maintaining 
the far less capable force we already have. 
Forces bull t around the B-2 are also pre
ferred to those that rely on cruise missiles, 
even when costs are held roughly equal. 

EVOLVING CHALLENGES TO U.S. NATIONAL 
SECURITY 

As we enter the 1990s, American policy
makers and strategists are faced with the 
need to reexamine long-standing and widely 
held premises underlying national security 
strategy and force planning. We are now less 
concerned about the prospect of Soviet ex
pansionism. Yet a growing number of prob
lems-the spread of weapons of mass destruc
tion, access to critical raw materials, chang
ing regional power balances, international 
terrorism, and global environmental deterio
ration, to name but a few-will have a direct 
bearing on Americans. It is therefore incum
bent upon America's leaders to maintain and 
augment instruments of U.S. influence: Our 
nation must have the ability to persuade and 
to dissuade decisionmakers around the 
world. Among other things, this means that 
the United States must have the kind of 
military capabilities that convey both an 
ability and a willingness to intervene in de
fense of important interests. If we are to per
suade nations in critical regions to align 
themselves with us, they must be confident 
that they are choosing a capable and reliable 
partner. 

This should not be taken to mean that the 
United States can or should be the "world's 
policeman." Indeed, a primary goal of U.S. 
strategy has long been to foster the growth 
of a community of like-minded states capa
ble of effective collective action in the face 
of a common threat. But for now and for 
some time to come, much of the world will 
look to the United States for leadership in 
the defense of common values and interests. 

This paper focuses on two important objec
tives that will be assigned to U.S. military 
forces in the future: deterring and defeating 
attacks against allied and friendly states, 
and deterring or preventing attacks on the 
United States with weapons of mass destruc
tion. 

Regional Aggression: Jraq's attack on Ku
wait provides a vivid illustration of the first 
of these problems. While military planners 
had recognized the possibility of such an at
tack prior to August 1990, the circumstances 
that might surround Iraqi aggression were 
not clearly foreseen. Baghdad's pre-war di
plomacy made it more difficult to assess ac
curately Iraq's intentions and reinforced po
litical diffidence in the region toward pre
cautionary deployments of U.S. forces. 

We must expect comparable challenges to 
important U.S. interests in the future. His
tory shows that strategic and operational 
surprise must be considered to be the norm, 
not the exception.1 In general, irreducible 
uncertainties about the timing, locale, and 
circumstances of future threats, coupled 
with budget-driven reductions in our over
seas military presence, will pose a number of 
problems for U.S. security planners: 

Often there will be little or no time for ad
vance deployments of forces into the region 
at risk. 

Likewise, U.S. surveillance assets may not 
be focused on the region. Thus, our under
standing of the situation and our ab111ty to 
precisely locate the adversary's forces and 
assets may be less than we would like, par
ticularly at the outset of a crisis. 

Insufficient "military infrastructure" to 
support deploying forces-airfields, ports, 
fuel, munitions, etc.-may constrain the rate 
at which the United States and its allies can 
reinforce a threatened nation. 

The continuing spread of advanced weap
ons will demand that we bring highly capa-

2 Footnotes at end or article. 

ble forces to bear in response to regional 
threats. 

In many instances, it will be necessary to 
form ad hoc coalitions to oppose the aggres
sor. This will take precious time during 
which access to bases-both in the region 
and en route to it-may be serverely limited. 

In short, we must expect emergencies in 
which the critical opening days will be char
acterized by delay, improvisation, and some 
confusion on our part, while the aggressor 
unfolds his attack, hoping to succeed quickly 
and confront the world with a fa.it accompli.2 

Attacks on the United States: Protecting 
the lives of Americans from foreign threats 
is one of the most important responsibil1ties 
of the federal government. The possib111ty of 
a nuclear attack by the Soviet Union-either 
deliberate or unauthorized-still cannot be 
ruled out. Likewise, one can foresee the time 
when U.S, territory will fall within range of 
weapons of mass destruction controlled by 
hostile third countries as well. Many nations 
already have stocks of lethal chemical or bi
ological agents. Capabilities for producing 
nuclear weapons and long-range delivery sys
tems continue to proliferate slowly but 
steadily.a The United States will want to 
have first-class capabilities to deter such at
tacks or, if possible, to prevent them. 

THE ROLES OF BOMBER AIRCRAFT 

Rand has examined the bomber force's con
tributions to deterrence of large-scale Soviet 
aggression (in particular, a nuclear attack 
on the United States), to deterrence of third 
country attacks, and to global power projec
tion with conventional weapons. The United 
States has long structured its bomber force 
primarily with the first of these objectives in 
mind. One implication of the geopolitical 
changes outlined above is that our decisions 
to buy weapon systems today should give 
greater weight than in the past to the power 
projection role. 

Deterring Attacks on the United States: 
For forty years we have relied on strategic 
forces to deter the leaders of the Soviet 
Union from attacking the United States or 
its forces by posing the threat of devastating 
retaliation to any such attack. A deliberate 
Soviet attack is probably less likely now 
than at any time over the past forty years. 
Nevertheless, the incalculable costs of a fail
ure of deterrence have prompted great cau
tion in this area. Thus, we have long de
ployed a triad of strategic systems-bomb
ers, ICBMs and SLBMs-in part to hedge 
against the failure of one or two types of sys
tem. 
It now appears unlikely that the United 

States will deploy a mobile ICBM. While 
silo-based missiles continue to bring many 
important qualities to our deterrent posture 
at low cost, they cannot provide an assured 
second-strike capability. We are left, then, 
with a posture in which the bombers must 
hedge against the failure of the SLBMs and 
the SLBMs must hedge against the failure of 
the bombers. 

In order to provide a truly independent 
hedge, the bombers must be able to pene
trate Soviet airspace without the benefit of 
a prior attack by ballistic missiles and to de
liver weapons against a significant fraction 
of the Soviets' most important assets. The 
current U.S. force of bombers and nuclear 
cruise missiles is challenged by on-going im
provements in Soviet air defenses. Even 
when the electronic countermeasures on the 
B-lB are fixed, the aircraft will eventually 
be unable to penetrate with high confidence 
the most densely defended regions of the So
viet Union-the areas that contain the most 
valuable targets. 
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The most capable Soviet surface-to-air 

missiles (SAMs) can intercept the currently 
deployed air launched cruise missile (the 
ALCM-B). The Advanced Cruise Missile 
(ACM), which is now being deployed, will be 
more survivable and have greater range. We 
believe that advanced nuclear cruise mis
siles, by themselves, will be able to cover a 
large number of targets in the Soviet Union 
for many years to come, although attacking 
some important classes of targets with 
ACMS will become problematic. If the Sovi
ets continue to deploy improved SAMs, we 
will have less confidence in the ACM across 
the board. 

Adding the B-2 to the force would provide 
an ability to attack the most important, 
most heavily defended targets. On the basis 
of detailed, quantitative simulations, we 
conclude that the B-2 can penetrate area de
fenses, such as airborne radars and intercep
tors, and that high-performance short-range 
attack missiles can effectively attack well
defended targets. Moreover, the B-2's ability 
to defeat air defenses can be sustained for 
many years to come even in the face of fore
seeable Soviet modernization efforts. If the 
United States should one day face the threat 
of nuclear attack from a smaller country, 
the B-2 would be the best available weapon 
for neutralizing such threats with conven
tional weapons alone. 

Deterring and Defeating Regional Aggres
sion: As suggested above, rather large scale 
attacks on U.S. friends and allies in key re
gions can arise with little "actionable" 
warning. If we are to better deter such at
tacks and reassure allies, it is essential that 
we be able to respond promptly so that we 
can limit the scope, duration, and destruc
tion of the aggression. If Iraq's forces had 
not stopped at the Kuwait-Saudi border in 
August of 1990, an effective long-range at
tack capability would have been indispen
sable to preventing the loss of large pieces of 
Saudi territory and important economic as
sets. 

Such a capability will not come easily. In 
cases of large-scale aggression, successful de
fense will require that we: 

Project effective firepower almost imme
diately (within hours). 

Project massive firepower soon thereafter 
(within days). 

Deploy highly capable ground forces within 
days or weeks. 

Sustain high-intensity combat operations 
for as long as necessary. 

These requirements will demand improve
ments in our conventional forces across all 
services. Properly equipped, the bomber 
force can be particularly effective in the 
first two phases of a defensive effort. 

In the opening phase, bombers may be the 
only forces available to augment indigenous 
forces and stem the tide of aggression while 
other forces are readied and transported to 
the theater. Unlike other means of deliver
ing non-nuclear weapons, long-range bomb
ers based on U.S. territory can reach targets 
anywhere on the globe within hours of being 
tasked. Further, their range makes it pos
sible for bombers to reach their targets with
out having to rely on foreign bases and with 
minimal overflight rights. 

Early on in such a conflict, we will need to 
delay and disrupt the invasion to the maxi
mum possible degree while a more coherent 
defense is organized. Our forces will have the 
following objectives: 

Halt or delay the invasion by attacking 
the ground forces themselves, along with 
bridges, lines of communications, fuel sup
plies, and other assets. 

Disconnect the invasion force from its 
central command. 

Deny the enemy his "eyes" by destroying 
his reconnaissance assets and his air surveil
lance and defense radars. 

Lay a basis for sustained, large-scale air 
attacks by suppressing and destroying other 
air defense assets. 

Neutralize such critical threats as ballistic 
missiles and attack aircraft, which could be 
configured for delivery of weapons of mass 
destruction. 

Punish the aggression with focused attacks 
on strategic assets deep in the rear. 

In prosecuting such a campaign, it will be 
politically and militarily imperative that 
U.S. forces be able to conduct their oper
ations with minimal losses. 

Of course, land-based and naval tactical 
aircraft can attack these targets effectively. 
But not always in a timely manner. It can 
take several days before land-based aircraft 
can deploy and commence high intensity 
combat operations. Moreover, these aircraft 
must have access to suitable facilities with 
range of their targets. Two to three weeks 
could be required to assemble a force of sev
eral aircraft carriers. B-52s and B-ls with 
current munitions can reach the battle 
promptly, but they cannot be expected to 
survive exposure to advanced air defenses; 
they would have to await the arrival of 
fighters and other assets needed to achieve 
air superiority. 

Existing bombers, submarines, and surface 
ships can employ long-range cruise missiles. 
But mission planners would need detailed 
and accurate data on the location of enemy 
air defenses and on the nature of each fixed 
target before cruise missiles could be effec
tively launched. It is far from clear that 
such data would be readily available in 
short-warning scenarios. Atta.eking mobile 
targets, such as moving columns of vehicles, 
with a long-range standoff weapon is more 
problematical: Bomb'er crews would have to 
rely on information from surveillance plat
forms that may not be available early in the 
conflict. Even if such information is avail
able in near-real time, the target may have 
moved before the missile arrives. Analysis 
also shows that because of their limited pay
loads, large numbers of these expensive mis
siles would be required. 

We believe that the B-2, properly equipped 
and supported, can be both timely and effec
tive. The impressive performance of the F-
117 in the Gulf War demonstrated the dis
tinct advantages of stealth. Like the F-117, 
the B-2 will be able to operate over enemy 
territory and forces. If procured in signifi
cant numbers, it can perform the task out
lined above with high confidence. For exam
ple, the programmed force of B-2s with mu
nitions derived from existing anti-armor 
weapons could provide enough sorties in a 
single day to destroy more than half an ar
mored division's worth of vehicles. Losses of 
this scale would blunt a multi-divisional at
tack. Moreover, the B-2 could achieve these 
results without relying on other surveillance 
platforms to provide it with target data. 

Munitions for the B-2 would be relatively 
simple and inexpensive, in part because they 
would need to be accurate only over short 
dista.nces.4 The shorter range of such weap
ons also provides payload efficienci~s. None 
of the B-2's carriage capacity would be taken 
up by the large airframes and fuel loads of 
long-range cruise missiles. 

COST COMPARISONS 

Given the choices for modernizing the 
bombers, what are the comparative at-

tributes and costs of possible alternative 
forces? 

The current bomber force provides a bench
mark for cost and capabilty. At present, the 
U.S. has just over 300 heavy bombers. Simply 
operating and maintaining those aircraft for 
the next 15 years and making minimal im
provements would cost about $40 billion (FY 
90 constant dollars). This force cannot effec
tively attack enemy targets until tactical 
air forces won air superiority. And its ability 
to penetrate Soviet airspace will continue to 
decline. 

Figure 1 shows three possible modernized 
bomber force structures: (1) the currently 
programmed force, built around the planned 
buy of 75 B-2s; (2) a force that consists solely 
of nuclear and conventional cruise missile 
carriers; and (3) a force of roughly equal cost 
that includes a smaller number of B-2s.6 

Force I-The currently programmed bomb
er force is represented by Force I in the fig
ure below. It includes 75 B-2 bombers, all of 
which are equipped for both nuclear and con
ventional operations; 97 B-ls would retain 
their primary role of nuclear penetrating 
bombers, with an additional 100 B-52H bomb
ers to carry nuclear-armed ACMs. We esti
mate that this force would cost about $80 bil
lion, a figure that includes the cost to de
velop and acquire specialized conventional 
weapons for the B-2; to complete research 
and development on the B-2; and to acquire, 
maintain, and operate the entire fleet for 15 
years. Force I would be capable of the entire 
spectrum of conventional missions. This 
force would provide a robust complement to 
the SLBM force as well, being less vulner
able to defensive counters than either a force 
of cruise missiles alone or one that relied on 
B-ls to penetrate. 

Force II-If no B-2s are procured, the pro
grammed bomber force would consist solely 
of around 100 B-52H and 97 B-lB aircraft. All 
of these could be equipped to carry cruise 
missiles, but START would permit only 
around 100 to carry nuclear-armed cruise 
missiles. To make this force effective 
against Soviet air defenses, the United 
States would have to purchase a sizable 
number of nuclear ACMs beyond the planned 
buy. To make the force effective in copven
tional operations without depending on tac
tical forces to first win air superiority, we 
would have to develop and procure several 
thousand new long-range conventional cruise 
missiles. We estimate that the cost to main
tain this force of 200 bombers and to acquire 
and maintain their weapons for 15 years 
would be around $51 billion.6 The develop
ment and deployment of 5,000 conventional 
cruise missiles, as well as a sizable number 
of shorter-range improved conventional mu
nitions, would account for nearly one-half of 
this cost.7 

Force II would be very capable against 
fixed targets in both conventional and, for 
some years to come, nuclear operations. 
However, because it would allow the Soviets 
to optimize their air defenses against a one
dimensional cruise missile threat, Force II 
would be hard to keep viable as an independ
ent hedge. This force would also be less re
sponsive in regional crises than a B-2 force 
because of its heavy dependence on surveil
lance systems for targeting information. 
Even with such data, Force II would be less 
effective against columns of moving vehicles 
and other mobile targets. Finally, this 
force-half of which presumably would be 
comprised of the 30-year-old B-52H-would be 
increasingly difficult and expensive to main
tain simply because of airframe age. A new 
cruise missile carrying aircraft could be de-
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veloped using an existing airframe. While 
this would address the problem of airframe 
age, it would cost more than the $51 billion 
figure cited above. 

Force ID-For approximately the same 
cost as Force II, the United States could 
have a much more capable force by procuring 
50 B-2 bombers and retaining 100 current 
bombers armed with ACMs for the nuclear 
role.a As with Force I, all 50 B-2s would be 
equipped for both nuclear and conventional 
operations. We estimate the 15-year cost of 
this force to be approximately $57 billion. 
This exceeds by $6 billion the estimated cost 
of Force II. However, when one adds to Force 
Il's cost the likely expense of cancelling the 
B-2 contract and the cost of airframe mod
ernization, we believe that the costs of the 
two options are essentially the same. 

Force m, however, would have real short
comings: By reducing the B-2 buy from 75 to 
50, SAC would probably not be able to keep 
any B-2s on nuclear alert while largescale 
conventional operations were in progress. A 
force of 50 total B-2s would also have little 
or no margin against the accidental loss of 
aircraft over the lifetime of the B-2, and an 
inadequate cushion to account for the usual 
maintenance, training, and test require
ments that can keep aircraft temporarily 
offline. One could rectify many of these 
shortfalls by procuring the full 75 B-2s. We 
estimate that the 15-year cost of a force of 75 
B-2s and around 100 cruise missile carrying 
bombers would be approximately $68 billion. 

PROGRAMMATIC CONSIDERATIONS 

RAND's assessment of the B-2's develop
ment program-part of a study on acquisi
tion practices-supports a conclusion that 
the program has taken a conservative ap
proach, with systematic attention to identi
fying and reducing technical risks at each 
step before proceeding on to the next. 

The program's extended period of low-rate 
production has allowed time for extensive 
testing. Drawing on experience in analyzing 
other aircraft development programs, we see 
no technical basis for further delay in au
thorizing high-rate production of the B-2. 
While the test program is certainly not com
plete, and there will likely be some difficul
ties revealed in future tests, there is a high 
probability that the cost of correcting those 
problems will be substantially less than the 
cost of further delaying the production pro
gram. 

If it is decided not to acquire the B-2, the 
United States should immediately begin re
search and development of an air-launched 
conventional cruise missile.9 Given the large 
number of missiles needed, a primary focus 
of the program should be the development of 
low cost guidance with terminal homing sen
sors, which are major elements of the sys
tem's total cost. 

CONCLUSION 

The end of the Cold War notwithstanding, 
continued investments are warranted in ca
pabilities to deter attacks on the United 
States and its allies and friends abroad. A 
modernized bomber force can underwrite 
these objectives by ensuring an ability to 
penetrate Soviet airspace and by providing 
invaluable capabilities to react promptly to 
armed aggression without dependence of 
strategic warning and access to foreign bases 
early in a crisis. 

Our analyses of future U.S. security needs, 
of capabilities and costs of alternative bomb
er forces, and of the B-2 program itself sup
port the judgment that this is an attractive 
system. The B-2's unique combination of 
long range, low observability, and man-in-

the-loop target acquisition and guidance 
give it unparalleled flexibility and respon
siveness in power projection operations. 
When equipped with short range attack mis
siles, the B-2 also provides a high-con
fidence, long-term means of penetrating So
viet airspace, which other options do not. 

The principal argument against the B-2 
has been its high unit cost. However, much 
of the B-2's cost is now behind us and the 
costs of maintaining and equipping the cur
rent bomber force will be high if the B-2 is 
not procured. Our analysis convinces us that 
when one compares the effectiveness of ap
proximately equal cost forces with and with
out the B-2, the B-2 force is clearly superior. 

In light of this, we believe that the United 
States should begin high-rate production of 
the B-2. The total number of B-2s to procure 
need not be decided now. 

FOOTNOTES 
1 The attacks on Pearl Harbor and on South Korea 

are other examples. 
2The Iraqi example shows that regional aggressors 

can win the opening battle but lose the war. On the 
other hand, if Saddam Hussein had been even a mod
erately deft bargainer, he might well have staved off 
an attack and held onto some of his gains. 

3Jndia, Israel, Pakistan, and South Africa have ei
ther deployed nuclear weapons or could do so within 
months of a decision to do so. Argentina, Brazil, 
Iran, Ira.q, Libya, North Korea, and Taiwan all have 
or have had sizable nuclear weapons development 
programs. See Hearings Before the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs (S. Hrg. 101-562), U.S. Senate, 
May 18, 1989, p. 89. 

4 Some of these munitions have already been devel
oped for the fighter force and were proven in combat 
during Operation Desert Storm. Others would need 
to be developed and procured for the B-2. 

&Costs shown for each force include development, 
acquisition, operation, and support costs for the 
next fifteen years. Costs for equipping each force 
with weapons are included as well, with conven
tional weapons costs shown below the horizontal 
line. The cost of the tanker force, which supports 
much more than just the bomber force, has not been 
included. For purposes of comparison, it is assumed 
that all of the aircraft and weapons are phased in in
stantaneously at the beginning of the fifteen-year 
period. Note that this is not the same as costs over 
the next 15 years. Nevertheless, the "instantaneous 
phase in" approach does offer a reasonable basis for 
compl\rlson among options. 

6Jn addition, one would have to add to this the 
considerable cost of cancelling the B-2 contract. 

7 5000 conventional cruise missiles are the equiva
lent of approximately one-third of the precision
guided munitions dropped in Operation Desert 
Storm. 

&Because of START's generous counting rule for 
penetrating bombers, Force III would be able to 
carry approximately 50% more warheads than the 
all-cruise missile force (Force II). Force I, with 75 B-
28, would do even better. 

'Other measures would be required as well in order 
to ensure the survivab111ty of existing bombers. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis- . 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. GILLMOR) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. DORNAN of California, for 60 min
utes, on May 8. 

Mr. ARMEY, for 60 minutes, on May 7. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. GILLMOR) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN. 
Mr. SPENCE. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. ANDERSON in 10 instances. 
Mr. GoNZALEZ in 10 instances. 
Mr. BROWN in 10 instances. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO in six instances. 
Mr. LANTOS. 
Mr. SCHEUER. 
Mr. MAZZO LI in two instances. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 1 o'clock and 18 minutes p.m.) 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Tuesday, May 7, 1991, at 12 noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1208. A letter from the Acting Under Sec
retary of Defense (Acquisitions), transmit
ting notification that major defense acquisi
tion programs have breached the 'O'nit cost 
by more than 15 percent, pursuant to 10 
U.S.C. 2431(b)(3)(A); to the Committee on 
Arme"- Services. 

1209. A letter from the Vice Chairman, Ex
port-Import Bank of the United States, 
transmitting a report involving U.S. exports 
to the Republic of Indonesia, pursuant to 12 
U.S.C. 635(b)(3)(i); to the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

1210. A letter from the Vice Chairman, Ex
port-Import Bank of the United States, 
transmitting a report involving U.S. exports 
to the Republic of Indonesia, pursuant to 12 
u.s.c. 635(b)(3)(1); to the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

1211. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 9-19, "Illegal Dumping and 
Operating An Open Dump Fine Increase 
Temporary Amendment Act of 1991 ", pursu
ant to D.C. Code Sec. 1-233(c)(l); to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

1212. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 9-20, "District of Columbia 
Paternity Establishment Temporary Act of 
1991", pursuant to D.C. Code Sec. 1-233(c)(l); 
to the Committee on the District of Colum
bia. 

1213. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 9-21, "Citizens Energy Advi
sory Committee Extension Temporary 
Amendment Act of 1991", pursuant to D.C. 
Code Sec. 1-233(c)(l); to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 
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1214. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 

Defense, transmitting the 10th report on the 
activities of the Multinational Force and Ob
servers [MFO] and certain financial informa
tion concerning U.S. Government participa
tion in that organization for the period end
ing January 15, 1991, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
3425; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1215. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification of a proposed li
cense for the export of major defense equip
ment sold commercially to Portugal (Trans
mittal No. DTC-~91), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
2776(c); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1216. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification of the termination 
of the designation as danger pay locations 
for Riyadh and the Eastern Province of 
Saudi Arabia, purf!uant to 5 U.S.C. 5928; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1217. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Collection and Disbursement, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting no
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty 
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

1218. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Collection and Disbursement, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting no
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty 
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

1219. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Collection and Disbursement, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting no
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty 
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

1220. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Collection and Disbursement, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting no
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty 
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

1221. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting the De
partment's 1991 Social Security Annual Re
port including financial statements, pursu
ant to 42 U.S.C. 904; 30 U.S.C. 936(b); 42 U.S.C. 
1382(e)(3)(B); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H.R. 479. A bill 
to amend the National Trails System Act to 
designate the California National Historic 
Trail and Pony Express National Historic 

Trail as components of the National Trails 
System; with an amendment (Rept. 102-48). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H.R. 904. A bill 
to direct the Secretary of the Interior to pre
pare a national historic landmark theme 
study on African American history. (Rept. 
102--49). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H.R. 1143. A bill 
to authorize a study of nationally significant 
places in American labor history. (Rept. 102-
50). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. F ALEOMA V AEGA: 
H.R. 2228. A bill to include the Territory of 

American Samoa in the program of aid to 
the aged, blind, or disabled; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GREEN of New York (for him
self, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. SCHEUER, 
Mr. MARTIN, Mr. MCGRATH, Mr. GIL
MAN, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. HORTON, Mr. 
LENT, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. PAXON, Mr. 
ACKERMAN, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. OWENS of New York, Mrs. LOWEY 
of New York, Mr. WALSH, Mr. FISH, 
and Mr. MCHUGH): 

H. Con. Res. 143. Concurrent resolution 
congratulating the people of the State of 
New York on the occasion of the tricenten
nial of the establishment of the Supreme 
Court of New York; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 112: Mr. DAVIS, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, 
Mr. MFUME, Mr. QUILLEN, and Mr. Cox of 
California. 

H.R. 179: Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, and Mrs. MINK. 

H.R. 328: Mr. LAFALCE. 
H.R. 525: Mr. MORAN. 
H.R. 661: Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. FAWELL, and 

Mr. JAMES. 
H.R. 676: Mr. MINETA, Mr. BROWN, Mrs. 

BOXER, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. BOUCHER, Mrs. 
COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. BEREU
TER, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. EM
ERSON, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
BONIOR, Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York, Mr. 
OBERST AR, Mr. ESPY t Mr. MARKEY, and Mr. 
CAMP. 

H.R. 784: Mr. LIGHTFOOT and Mr. CAMP. 
H.R. 1110: Mr. YATES, Mrs. COLLINS of 

Michigan, and Mr. AUCOIN. 
H.R. 1130: Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. ECKART, 

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, and Mr. SMITH 
of Florida. 

H.R. 1367: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. 
LAFALCE, Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mrs. LOWEY 
of New York, Mr. FOGLIETTA, and Mr. MUR
THA. 

H.R. 1472: Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. JEFFERSON, 
Mr. FROST, Mr. GEREN of Texas, Mr. HOBSON, 
and Mr. SANTORUM. 

H.R. 1490: Mr. CAMP, Mr. LUKEN, and Mr. 
ROBERTS. 

H.R. 1506: Mr. BACCHUS, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. 
SCHEUER, Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. BRYANT. Mr. 
LANCASTER, Mr. MORAN, Mr. HAMMER
SCHMIDT, Mr. PENNY, Mr. SUNDQUIST, and Mr. 
DYMALLY. 

H.R. 1510: Mrs. COLLINS of Michigan and 
Mr. DELLUMS. 

H.R. 1511: Mr. DELLUMS. 
H.R. 1557: Mr. SWETT and Mr. PICKETT. 
H.R.1583: Mr. MARKEY and Mr. Goss. 
H.R. 1651: Mr. DICKINSON. 
H.R. 1749: Mr. IRELAND and Mr. BORSKI. 
H.R. 1794: Mr. EcKART and Mr. ROE. 
H.R. 1795: Mr. RoE. 
H.R. 1860: Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. CLEMENT, 

and Mr. QUILLEN. 
H.R. 1970: Mr. GOODLING, Mrs. UNSOELD, 

Mr. MARKEY, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. DWYER of 
New Jersey, and Mr. BERMAN. 

H.R. 2089: Mr. FORD of Tennessee, Mr. 
GUARINI, Mr. MCGRATH, Mr. LIPINSKI, and 
Mr. FROST. 

H.J. Res. 51: Mr. LEVINE of California, Mr. 
DREIER of California, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, 
Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. MILLER of 
Washington, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr . . ENGEL, Mr. 
DAVIS, Mr. RoBERTS, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. DE LA 
GARZA, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. UPTON, Mr. LOWERY of California, Mr. 
BARNARD, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. DIXON, Mr. FORD 
of Tennessee, Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. LEWIS of 
California, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. 
STUMP, Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. PuRSELL, Mr. 
SMITH of Florida, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. 
MCHUGH, Mr. NATCHER, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
MILLER of Ohio, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. TRAFI
CANT, Mr. HUTI'O, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana, Mr. STALLINGS, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, 
Mr. LEHMAN of ~'lorida, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mr. OWENS of New York, Mr. MAV
ROULES, Mr. CARPER, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. LAN
TOS, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. DUNCAN, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. MOODY, Mr. 
ACKERMAN, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. 
VENTO, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. SMITH 
of Texas, Mr. HENRY, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. ORTIZ, 
Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. LEVIN of Michigan, Mr. 
COBLE, Mr. DORNAN of California, and Mr. 
GINGRICH. 

H. Con. Res.133: Mr. BILBRAY. 
H. Res. 101: Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. CLAY, Mr. 

MCCLOSKEY, Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, and Mr. NEAL of Massachu
setts. 
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